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PER CURIAM.

Defendant gppedls by leave granted from the property divison and child support provison
contained in the parties amended judgment of divorce that was issued following a partid reversad and
remand by this Court in September 1994 (Docket No. 165097). We again remand for a redistribution
of the parties marita property.

Pursuant to the first gpped, with plantiff receiving roughly ninety-six percent of the contested
property, this Court found the tria court’s division of the marital property to be inequitable. This Court
further found that the marital contributions attributable to each party were reatively equa and that there
was no sgnificant fault shown by ether party. On remand, the trid court was given the specific directive
to divide the property in a more “balanced and equitable manner,” to assgn responsbility for the
parties joint credit card debts, to caculate dimony (if necessary) based upon the parties actud
incomes rather than improperly imputing ncome to defendant, and to Strike the provision alowing for
the support of the parties’ adult son following his graduation from high schoal.

Although the trid court appears to have literally complied with this Court’s directives for the
most part, we find that it again failed to strike the support provison, and it again distributed the parties
marital property inequitably, Sparksv Sparks, 440 Mich 141, 151-152; 485 NW2d 893 (1992), and
on a basis that is inconsstent with this Court’s prior opinion, Meyering v Russell, 85 Mich App 547,
552; 272 NW2d 131 (1978).
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Firg, despite the fact that this Court dready determined that the parties equaly contributed to
the maritd edate, the trid court nonetheless explained that the disparity in plaintiff’s favor was
acceptable because plaintiff had contributed a large amount of her pre-maritd savings and her
inheritance toward the parties marital estate. Such reasoning is directly contrary to this Court’s finding
inits September 1994 opinion, and appears to be the only bass upon which the triad court relied.

Second, athough the net proceeds from the sde of the marital home were purportedly divided
on a axty-forty bass in plantiff’s favor, the disparity in the overadl amended property divison is much
larger consdering the additiond awards of the adjoining red estate lot vaued a $10,000 and one-hdlf
of defendant’s penson to plaintiff. Both parties arein their fifties, in good hedth and employed. Plantiff
has remarried and is no longer digible for dimony, and the parties son has graduated from high school
and is no longer entitled to child support. We fail to identify any reason or circumstances that would
warrant a property divison that does not more closaly approximate an equal split. In fact, we direct the
court upon remand to impose a 50/50 property split because an equd divison is far and equitable
under the circumstances of this case. Hanaway v Hanaway, 208 Mich App 278, 292; 527 NW2d
792 (1995).

We further conclude thet, because defendant did not chalenge the weekly child support rate
during the initial gpped and did not raise the issue of overpayment or requested reimbursement for prior
payments in the lower court on remand, these issues cannot be raised for the firg time for our
congderation on thisapped. Deal v Deal, 197 Mich App 739, 741; 496 NW2d 403 (1993).

We reverse in part and remand for further proceedings consistent with this opinion. We do not
retain jurisdiction.
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